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EDUCATIONAL GOALS: HOW MUCH AGREEMENT CAN WE GET
Ol WHICH ONES ARE IMPORTANT?

Ray L. Sweigert, Jr.
Atlanta Public Schools

Objectives. Objéctivés were: (1) to establish goalé\for edﬁcaﬁion
in Atlanta, using the Delphi technique{ (2) to determine the extent to
which different~groups§-community léaders, educators, and students,
broken down by rgcé and sex-;converged toward agreement onkihe relative
importance of goals in the Delphi studies; and (3) to identify the goals
~ that constituted the most critical areas of disagreement among these
gfoups. |

The first objectiye was a major undertaking of the Atlania Assess~
ment Project (AAP).v AAP is a three-year endeavor to defelop'techniques
and tools for measuring the progress of Atlanta's 17 and 18~year—-old
yoﬁth,_both in school and out, toward the achievement of educational
goals relévant to living in the Aflanta of 1985 and thereafter. Admini~
stered and operated within the Atlanta Public_Schools, the pfoject.is
- funded under Title III, ESEA. _The second and third objectives above
were subordinate undertakings of the AAP. It is these 1at£er two objec~
tives, however, that are the primary focus of this paper.

Theoretical Framework. It is generally recognized that there are

two types of forecasting involved in estabiishing educatiocnal goals. One
type forecasts what conditions probably will be at a given time in the
future, and the other forecasts what educational goals should be in the

light of these probable future conditions (e.g., Rosove, 1968; Weaver,

1971). Both types of forecasting were involved in establishing goals
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for education in Atlanta, 1985, The first type of. forecastlng was accom—
plished through tapping the perceptlons of experts through position papers
they had - written about the future in Georgia in their respective fields.
The. second type of forecasting was accomplished through use of the Delphi
'technique. There is precedent for the use of the Delphi technique in
forecasting what educational goals should be (eege, see Cyphert,and Gant,
1970; and Uhl, 1971), ‘ ”

The Delphi technique was developed by Rand Corporation for use in
answering questions about the future when a great deal of uncertainty
and complexity surround the area of concern (Dalkey, 1970). The procedure
calls for iteration in eliciting perceptions from participants, so that
they make a series of judgments, each successive one being madehin the
‘light of a Summary of the judgments of all participants "on the prerious.
round, This processjis‘designed to produce increasing accuracy of Judg-.
ment and increasing agreement among participants from round to round.‘
Rosove (1968), in evaluatlng 21 dlfferent technlques for predicting the
future, concluded tWai the Delphi technique was among the -five potentlally
most useful methods lof forecasting that might be applled to the functions
.of a center for educational policy research, The other four methods re-
quire more information and more certainty about the future than the Delphi
technique does. Parenthetlcally, it may be noted that the study of educa=-
tional goals is a critical function of educational policy research,

Convergence toward agreement among participanteiis considered to be‘
" of paramount importance in the use of the Delphi technique. . Convergence
is the primary reason for employing‘an_iterative process that ia considerably
more difficult to administer than a one-round survey, the traditional. meang

of tapping perceptions. It may be anticipated that the more homogeneous in
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background the members‘of a Delphi panel are, the greater ié_the likéli—
hood of convergence occurring, given that the h0mogenei£y is perceived
by the members.'bbversély, the more heterogeneous in background the
’memﬁers of a Delphi panel are,‘the less likeiy are they to converge.
This relationship is readily derivable from a theory of cognitive balance
as developed by a‘number of'investigators (Heider, 1946; Osgood and
Tannenbaum, 1955; Festinger, 1957). If it is assumed that use of the
Delphi technique in educational goal;setting should involve large numbers
of persons from a Wide‘variety of backérounds és participants, then the
question of whether or not convergence among different groups of persons
does»iq fact occur and, if‘so, to what extent,is a highly significant one.
In the literaﬁure concerning use of the Delphi technique for educa- |
tional goal-setting, some‘attention has been given to conVergence among
groups as well as among indi&iduals (e.ge, Cyphert and Gant, 1970; and
Uhl, 1971). Such studies have usually dealt with goal-setting in higher
education in which groups of participants were,defined in terms of general
role in respect to edﬁcation, sﬁch as, faculty, administrators, students,
organizational and political leaders?‘etc. Uﬁl repofted convergence among
such groups over rounds within the institutionsAof higher education studied.
Cyphert and Gant did not report an analysis of convergence among groups,
"~ but they did report that differences in agreement. within groups were greater
than those between éroups. These investigafors also made the suggeétion,
based upon anecdotal data from the written commén@s of reépondents, ﬁhat
when respondehts disagreed with the consensus rating of a goal, they tended
to attribute that réting to a panel subgroup to which they did not belong.

This tendency is consistent with the principle of cognitive balance referred

1

to above. Cyphert and Gant reported further that the "University family"
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was the\ roup making the "greatest change" in ratings‘throughout the stndy. '
This groyp included faculty members from the school of education, selected
'student eaders, and top administrators and pollcy makers within the uni-
versity. | The University famlly, it may be assumed was the most homogeneous
of the segveral groups 1ncluded in the study with respect to its subject,
which was!idesirable goals for the school of education.

'7 In the present study, which focused on student-centered goals of .
public educatlon at the secondary level in a magor metropolltan area, the
deflnltlon\of groups was not limited to role in respect to education.
Groups beidg examined were defined in part by race and sex. As integration
is achleved in school systems, the extent of agreement among groups from |
dlfferent rac1a1 backgrounds in respect to educational goals should be of
some concern in establishing policy within a school system. Further, with
the current - trend toward new conceptions of sex roles in our 5001ety,
differences‘between males and females in the perception of educational
goals are more 1mportant than ever.,

Data Source, Three studies were conducted using the Delphi technlqpe.

- One involved.profess1onal, technical, managerial, and community leaders in .

the Atlanta area. The occupational divisions at the professional, technical,

and managerial levels presented in the Dictionary of Occupational Titles

(1965) were used heuristically for structuring the selection of respondents.
Additionally, several leaders in the black community assisted in the identi-

fication of blacks in the occupational andileadership categories to be

represented; Several other categories of respondents were added to provide
- for individuals in publlc service roles that were primarily polltlcal in
nature, e.g., members of the Atlanta Board of Education, members of ‘the

Atlanta Board of Aldermen, and state legislators from the Atlanta area.
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Cf the approximately 400 pensons invited to participate in this study,
275 completed all three rounds. |

The second study involved high school teachers, ccunselors, principals,
and other administrators directly involved‘with instruction in the Atlanta
Public Schools. Teachers were selected to be representative of the entire
range of subject matter in each of the 25 high schools then in the Atlanta
system and also representative of the distrlbution of teachers by race and
sex within each high school. All principals and other admlnistrators that
were directly involved with 1nstruction were asked to participate. of the
- 445 that were invited to take part in the second study, 429 completed all
three rounds,

The third study involved high school student leaders selected to repre-
sent the 25 high-schools and the distribution of students by race and sex
within each individual school. Of the 375 students invited to participate,
d369 completed all three rounds.

The Delphi technique has usually been employed with.relatively small
groups of participants. However, Cyphert and Gant (1970) and Unl (1971)
report using much larger groups, 40O in the former study and almost 1,000
in the latter. In the three studies reported here, a total cf 1,073 res-
pondents completed all three rounds. |

It has usually been the case that groups of experts have been impaneled
as participants in a Delphi study. In both of the studies Jjust cited, how=-
ever, the expertisg of respondents was de-emphasized. vThe results of
investigation by Brown, Cochran,;and Dalkey (1969), as reported by Uhl
(1971), in which students were used as participants, suggest that,nothing

of significance is lost by including less knowledgeable persons as long

as there are some participants who are knowledgeable,
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Pérhaps expertiée is nbt a critical criterion for. selection ofla
respondent in a study that is concerned with what should be. .Perhaps a
‘more important question than who is expert is what Einds of persons should
berinvolved in deciding public policy. The question is as much political
as technical, if not more so. Discussions of the accuracy of Judgment
(see Weaver,'1971) seem less applicable to the queétion of what should be
than to the question of what may be,

Be that as it may, the threeigroups of respondents included in the
Delphi studies in the Atlanta Assessment Project were perceived to have
special areas of expertise related to education. It was felt that among
the professional, technical, managerial, and community leaders of Atlanta
resides the competehce to make judgments about the relative importance of
spedificyeducatibnal goals in the light of probable future conditions in
the Atlanta area. It was ﬁhought that probably no group was more qualified
' than this oné to make such judgments. Among the teachers and administrators
of the Atlanta Public Schools resides another kind of expertise, an under-
standing of the educational system and what it can do, and ‘an understanding
of students. Among the students resides a still different kind of expertise,
for they are the ones who are living and experiencing the learning process.
The student himself has perceptions of educétional goals that, if for no
otﬁer reason than bis»uniqpe perspective as a learner, should be included
in a Celphi study'of'educational goals.

Methods.ggngechniques. The starting point in establishing educational

goals for the Atlanta of 1985 was a set of 86 previously identified goals
that had been adopted for the State as a whole by the Georgia Board of

Education (Advisory Commission on Educational Goals, 1970). These goals
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had been derived from poSition papers written about probable future con-
ditions in the State by experts in a number .of areas of concern (Schabdeker
et ai, 1910) A questionnaire designed to elicit a judgment about each of
the 86 goals on a six-interval scale of importance was presented to ‘each

. participant on three successive rounds. Importance was considered in. terms
of preparing young people to live in the Atlanta of the future, In the
first study, involting professional, technical,vmanagerial, and community
leaders,veach respondent was interviewed personally once a week for three
weeks. In the study involving étudents, the questionnaire nas group-admini- |
stered every two weeks over the three'rounds. In the educator study, the
questionnaire was handled in a variety of ways, all documented, from group
administration to participant self-administration. What participants did
in each of the three rounds in_evaluating goals is described below:

Round One: To establish a.future-oriented frame of reference in making

Judgment s about the relative importance of goals, each participant was asked
to read a short essay conta1n1ng abstracts of the position papers that were
used in the derivation of the goals. In responding to the questionnaire,
each participant judged the relative importance of each of the goals in the
questionnaire and then wrote downvany additional goals that he felt were
very inportant and should be included.

"Round Twos rﬁeoh participant was given an opportunity to again read
the essay containing the abstracts of the position papers about the futnre
-of Georgia if he so desired. FEach participant responded to the same ques—
tionnaire as in the first round, but with a difference. For each goal,
the response category that was selected by the most participants in the
first round ~ the modal response'- was encircled. Participants were

asked to write in a "comments colum" in the questionnaire their reasons

for judging any particular goal to be either more important or less impor—
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tant than the modal response. Additional goals suggesﬁed in Round 1 were
‘submitted to participants in an additional goals qﬂestionnéire.that required
.judgments on the same scale of importance as that used with the initial 86
- goals. . | |

Round Three: Each participant was again given'an opportunity to review
the essay containing the abstracts of position papers about the future\of
Georgla if he so desired. The questionnaire used in the thlrd round was
the same as that used in the'fifst two rounds, with appropriate response n?
categories encircled_to indicate the modal responses made in the sécand :
round. To fUrthef aid participants in making their final judgments, a
summary of comments about each goal was presented with the questioﬁnaire.
This summary contained reasons given in Round 2 for judging each goal to
be more important or iéss important than the modal response. An additional

goals questionnaire was administered in Round 3 also.

10




-

Resuiis and Conclusions. Analysis of data depended Qeévily upon
nonparametric methods, For a general discussidn of the techniques ahployed
here, see Siegel (1956). Though similar analyses were performed on the
additional goals, the results reportéd here are based on orily the initial
set of goals,

The goals were rank ordered on the basis of the mean importance of
each goal as seen by community leadérs, by eduéators, and by students
.respectively. An overall rarking wés computed by taking the mean impor-
tance ratihg across the thrée panels of respondents for each goai and then
ranking these. |

Fach of the three panels of respondents——community leadefs, educators,
and students——was further broken down into four groups: white males,

black males, white females, and black females. The gééls were then further
rank orderéd on the basis of the perceived mean importance of each goal %or
each of these groups within the three panels.

In rapking 86 goals on the basis of meaﬁ importance registered on a
six-interval scale, the reliability of the ranking is a fundamental ques-—
tion. To determine reliability, each of the three panels was randomly
divided into halves{ and the goals were ranked separately for each half.
The Spearman rank correlation technique was employed to determine the cor-
relation in ranking between the halves of each group of participants. The
resulting coefficients, computed for all three rounds, rangéd from .96 to
«99.

A similar technique was employed to determine the reliability of the
rankings by race and se#. Téble 1 shows the.coefficients for educators and

students. The Delphi stﬁdy of community leaders and the analysis of the
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resulping data werevconducted about five months earlier than that of
eéucators and students, and the reliability of rankings by race and sex for
community leaders was not computed. ‘
| It can be seen that the ranking of goals by race and sex tended to be
highly reliable. Of the éh coefficients repofted, only one is below .90
(.8&).' Table 2 shows the size of each group in each panel.
: To test for general convergende within each of ﬂhe.three Delphi

panels, the Wilcoxon matched—pairs signed-ranks te34 was used to determine

‘whether the S. D.s became smaller from Round 1 to Round 2 to Round 3. Tt

was found unequivocally that convergence did pccur on.Round 2 for all three
panels. The signed difference between the stardar@ deviation of Rournd 1
Judgments and that of Round 2 judgments for each goal was positive in everyb
case‘for each panel.

On Round 3, however, only the community leader panel showed general
convergence. Both the student and educator panels showed considerablé
divergeﬁce. For the community leaders, the signed difference between the
standard deviation of Round 2 judgments and that of Round 3 judgments for
each goal was stitiVe in 82 of the 86 cases. For educators, this differ-
ence was negative in 66 of the 86 cases; and for students, it was negative
in 70 of the 86 cases. The overall movement from Round 1 to Round 3 for
all three panels was névertheless convergence. Divergence among students
and educators on Round 3 wili be considered in the discussion section of
this paper. |

Convergence among groups defined in terms of race and sex within each
Delphi panel was brought into focus by computing a Spearman rank correlétion
coefficient (rho) for each pair of groups witﬁin a panel for each rouhd.

Uhl (1971) used a similar technique in his investigation of the extent of

12




agreement ‘among groups in a goal-setting Delphi study, Convergence among
groubs did occur, demonstrated\by thelfact that, of the 18 possible pairings
of groups within the three panels m Round'2,.16 of them showed an increase
in the correlation coefficient compared to Roundvl, asvshown in Table 3,

and this occurred inpspite of the relatively high level of agreement among

.groups at the outset. On Round 1 the average ‘coefficient across all palrs
was .88, as compared to 493 on Round 2. |

‘There was no indication of further movementltoward agreement among
groups generally on Round 3.' In'fact,‘7.of the 18 groups showed slight
reductions in,the magnitude of the Spearman rho, whereas 6 groups showed

'lsllght 1ncreases, and 5 showed no-change at all., |

. ;,» -For all three panels, community leaders, educators, and students,

; Athe groups that tended to have the hlghest initial agreement, on Round 1,
werﬁ the. male and female groups of the same race, both black and white. .
The,groups that tended to show the lowest level of agreement initially were
black females with .white males or females, Five of these six pairings
(across the three‘panels) were initially as low as or lower than any other
pair within the particular panei. A1l six of these pairings showing low
initial agreement showed an increase in agreement across rounds.

In general, the educator panel showed higher initial agreement among
groups and higher final agreement than did the other panels, perhaps due

| to the relatively greater commonallty of orientation toward education that

'one would expect to find among educators .as opposed to noneducators.

To determine the degree of agreement among the three panels as Aa whole
over rounds, the Spearman rank order correlatlon technlque was agaln used.

Table 4 shows these results. It may be seen that there was high initialw

agreement between the community leaders and educators and that the students

13
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tended to be semewhat different from either of ‘them. The genergé pettern
of correlation coefficients shows clearly that 1nter-panel agraenent de—
cllned on the second round, with a sllght increase again on the third round.
Thls finding w1ll be considered in the d1scuss1on section of the paper,

The rank ordering of goals on the bas1s of thlrﬂ—round judgments for
each group w1th1n each panel and for each panel as a whole was examlned
in order to identify the particular goals representing the most critical
or the most socially significant aresswof disagreement among groups.  The
relative s001al significance of dlsagreement was assumed to be a function -
of both the extent of dlsagreement and the relatlve 1mportance of the goal
at the heart of the d1sagreement. Extent of disagreement was operatlonally.
defined as the S, D, of the ranks~assigned to a goal by the 12 groups within
the three panels. A further index of disagreement examined was the range
of the ranks.assigned to a particular‘goal. As a measure of the relative
importance,of‘a_gi;enkgoal, the overall rank was used, |

Teble 5 presents the ranks for each goal, group by group, and Table 6
/presents the.S.’D. of ranks,-tﬁe range of the ranks, and the minimum_and.
maximum ranks for each goal. To identify areas of éritical\disagreement,

: theSe two tabies may be used conjunctively, Table é.te identify the goals
to Ee examined, and Table 5 to examinelthe'ectuél ranks, group by group.

For example, the Pirst gogl in Table 54 "is able to listen, speak,
read, and write," shows a pattern of ranks that may warrant examination
becéuse the goal is thelmost important one overall, Table 6 indicates that
the Se D. of the ranks is 4.812, anﬂ that the ranks vary from 1 to 14, A

closer look at Table 5 shows that five of the groups——all five belng groups

in the educator and community leader panels——gave a rank of 1 to the goal.
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Three other groups gave this goal a rank of 2 or 3. Therefore, eight' of
the groups were in falrly close agreement that this goal is of top 1mpor-
tance. However, two groups, both black and white female students, gave
this goal a rank of 14. The two remaining groups, wnite male students
and educators, gave the goal a rank of 5 and 6 respectively, These dif-
- ferences were primarily between_panels and between the sexes.,

It may be instructive to determine what black and white female students

]

considered to be the most important goals, For black female students, the
top—ranked goal was, "is able to maintain\individual integrity in-group
relatlonshlps." This goal it may be seen, was the second-ranked goal for
the student panel as a whole, whereas it was ranked 20th by educators and
_.28th by community leaders. For wh1te female students, two goals tied for
the top rank. They are, "supports the free and voluntary exerclse of rell—
- gious choice," and, "understands freedom as the right to make choices within

the framework of concern for the general welfare," The key concept in these

two goals'is freedom of choice.

Another example of a goal that would seem to warrant close examination
along these lines is, "understands and accepts the responsibilities and privi-
leges of c1t1zensh1p." Community leaders ranked 1t 9th, as compared to a
rank of 22 for educators, and a relatlvely low rank of 42 for students. The
‘pattern of dlfferences in ranklng this goal has apparent implications for all ‘
three variables, panel race, and sex. It may be seen in Table 6 that the S.D.
among ranks for this goal is a relatively large 13,504, and the‘range is from
a high of 1 to a low of L4, hﬁthin panels, the white female community leaders
ranked this goal 1, as compared to 15 for black females. Among educators,
there is the suggestlon of a sex-related pattern of rankings, with both black
and white males hav1ng given this goal a hlgher ranking than e1ther the

black or wh1te female groups did, Among‘students both black males and females
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ranked the goal lower than white males or females did, However, the greatest
dlfferences in regard to this goal were between panels. | |

\ An example of a goal for which the greatest differences-were betmeen
groups within panels, rathem than betwéen the panels themselves, is the
goal, "knows how and where to seek employment and is able to apply for a
Job and partlclpate in a JOb interview." This goal was ranked 20th by
community leaders, 15th by educators, and léfh by students. However, wiﬁhin
both the student and educator panels'respeciively; it can be seen that there
- were cons1derable differences between the races, with both black and white
females havlng ranked the goal considerably higher than did the whlte male
and female groups. In fact, for the black male students, this was the Fiume—
ber one goal., There is only the barest hint of a difference among groups

in the community leader panel.
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Discussion. There was definitely convergence among groups defined

in texms of race and sex within each panel. Considering the;relatively

high initial agreement among the groups, it is impressive that any detec-

‘table convergence occurred. That convergence between groups did occur -

is teétimony»tOche power of the Delphi technique in producing movement
toward cénsensus, utilizing as'it doeS'tﬁe tendencyvtoward cognitive
balance. This tendency has been weli documehted as a powerful force in
human behavior. |

What.héppened_on Round 3 ié of cénsiderable interest, Looking at
each panel as é whole, ﬁhere was evidence of movement away from COnvergénce
in the educator and stgdent panels, This finding is different from that

reported by Cyphert and Gant (1970) and that reported by Unhl (1971).

‘Cyphert and Gant found that movement on the last questiomnaire of their

study, which corresponded to Round 3 of the present investigation, was

~ about equally divided between movement toward consensus and movement away

- from cbnsensus, or in effect, no overall convergence at all. Uhl found

that convergence did occur oﬁ Round 3, though it was not as marked as that
on Round 2.

A possible explanation for this tendency to diverge on Round 3 lies
in the fact that this was the round on which a summary of dissenting opinions
expressed on Round.2 was provided to each participant. It may be assumed
that a summary of dlssentlng Oplnlohs would not encourage further convergeﬁce,
but would in fact have the opposite effect, provldlng reinforcement for.a
divergent response. This finding is partlcularly interesting in view of that
reported by Sweigert and Schabacker (1974) regarding the inhibiting of con-~

vergence through feedback of each participant®s own responses. Apparently

the feedback of dissenting opinions; whether one's own or those of other

17
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members of-the panel, has an inhibiting effect on COneergenoe. It wonld

‘appear that the stronger effect in this connection is produced.by exposure
to the dissenting opinions of others. Both of the two studies previously
cited also included a summary-of dissenting or minority opinions as feed-
back to participants on the final round, but‘without the divergence effect

found in the presert study, though Cyphert and Gant had hypothesized the

™ soccurrence of such an effect.

A related finding oflinterest.was-that agreement among: the three
‘panels as a whole decreased on Round 2,'as compared to Round 1, and tended
to‘increase again on Round 3. In seeking an‘explanation for tnis finding,
it should be kept in mind that the three'panels constituted groups completely
independent of one another. Members of'eaoh panel received feedback on the
results of their own previous responses as a group, but did not receive feed-
back on the responses of the other panels. Consequently, it may very llkely
have been the case that as the members of each panel converged among them~
selves, one result was a slight reduction in the level of agreement ecross
the panels. Further, it may have been the case that as the tendency to
diverge occurred on Round 3, the level of agreement among the panels tended
to increase sllghtly again. The changes in level of agreement over rounds
was very small, but the pattern is consistent.

In examining ﬁhe ranks assigned to particular goals by'the groups within
each panel, it should be kept‘in mind that there is definitely an element of
Judgment involved in identifying goals over which disagreement'may be socially
significant. 'The intent in this paper is to present a set of quantitative |

.indices for social significanse and to illustrate how these indices may be

~used. As pointed out in the previous section; the more important in general
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a>goal is perceived to be and the greater the:variability,amqng groups
in perceiving its-impqrtance, the greatér is the social significance of
the disagreement about its importance and,consequentl&,the greater is
‘the need to resolve the disagreement in setting policy.

In the previoﬁs sectipn; measures of the social significance of dis-
agreement were provided for each goal examined in thiévstudy, and eiamples
of different patterns of disagreement were presented. Since the groups
were defined in terms of race, sek and overall panel, a pattern of dis~
agreement might involve any one or any combination of these variables.

A question might be raised as to why the rank ordering of goals was
used rather than the actual mean ratings of importance on which the rank
ordering was based. Ranks were used because the interest was in the rela—
-tive importance given to a particular goal by a group, not iﬁ the specific
point on the importance scale constituting the arithmetic'average of per-
ceptions. A rank ordering is of genuine practicsl significanée because
goals compete with one another fof resources being allocated by a school
system, Further, a rank ordering provides a kind of standard score, if you
will, that tends to eliminate differences among groups in the use of scale
points, i.e., wherevoné group tends to give higher ratings generally than
does another group.

It should be kept in mind, of course, that use ;f a scale of importahce
such as this possibly has both "floor" and "ceiling" effects built into it.

The top and bottom-ranked goals tended to have less variability in perceived

importence than did the middle-ranked goals because there was less room tb
vary at the top ahd bottom than there was in the middle, This may be readily

seen in Table 6, The floor and ceiling effects, if kept in mind, should not
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pose a serious problem in using the indices. A six—intervallscaie is
approaching the limit thet-can be used effectively in this type of
- measurement., (See Osgood, Suei, and Tannenbeum, 1958.) Further; it may
be contended that "true" variability in responses mey_tend to decrease
somewhat at eithef end of a scale because the most important and the least
important are generally easier to identify than are things of only average
vimportence. The middle range is a kind of nebulous area where discriminations
‘tend to be more difficult to make. Table 6 shows, however, that in spite
.of geaerally smaller S.D.'s at either end of the rank orderingg differences
in S.D. between goals that are edjacen£ to each-other in £he'ranking are
frequently pronounced. These are the differences in variability that are
worth examining. |

A question might be raised as to whether or not an examination of 86
goals in a rank ordering may not risk capitalization on chance. In other
words, howmuch confidence may one have that a pattern of rankings across
~grou§s is meaningful, and not just a fandom occurrence. The answer to this
question lies in the stability of the rankings. The reliability coefficients
for the rankings, shown in,Tab1e>1, indicate that the rank orderinz by groups}
was highly stable, makihg it generally unlikely that large differences in
fanking a goal across groups were due to chance. Ten of the twelve groups
had N's of very respectable size. Ohly the black and white female groups
in the community leader panel ﬁad N's that were small enough to be bother—
some. It perhaps should be stressed tﬁat the pattern of differences in
ranking is of considerably more interest and importance than a single difo
erence between any two groups. A pattern is muchiless likely to be the

result of chance than is a single difference.
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Perhaps one final question should be cbnsidered. Once a goal is identi-
fied as having a socially significant level of disagreement among groups

'>régarding'its relative impértance, what should be done with it? One reasonable
approach would be to attempt to clérify the.basis fpr’the disagreement, per-
haps through in-depth interviewing of selectéd panel members whoée judgmentsv
reflect the different points of view, or perhaps through holding a meeting

’ of selected panél members to discuss the nature of £he disagreement.

It is possible that.the disagreément might be the result of different
in@erpretations of the goal statement, so that the resolution would be to
develop a common understanding of what the goal statement means and possibly
to generate new statements reflecting altefnétive interpretations. It is
also possible that the disagreement is a genuine one, not merely differences‘
in interpretation. 'Ohce the nature of the'disagreement is understood, a
decision can be made as to whether the goal needs to be restated, or split
into more than one statement, or thrown out altogether, or dealt with in
terms of its relevance to only part of the communit&, i.esy pluralistic
séts of goals for a pluralistic communiiy. |

summary. In establishing educational goals through the Delphi tech-
nique, three studies were conductéd involving panelg of community leaders,
educators, and high school students respectively in metropolitan Ailanta.
Cohvergence in perception of goals was examined within each panel as a whole
and amoﬁg,groups defined in terms of race and sex‘;dthin panels. It was

o found that both individual and group perceptions generally tended to con-
vérge. -Convergence among sroups was particularly impre:sive bécause of
the relativeiy high level of initial agreement‘among them. An additional
finding of interest was the tendency for divergence on the third round
among students and educators. Indices for identifying goals that reflect

soclally significant areas of dizagreement were presented.
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Importance of the Study. There has been increasing interest in the

use of the Delphi technique in educational‘goal—setting.‘.lf it is assumed
that use of the Delphi technique in educational goal-setting should involve
lange numbers of persons from a wide'variety of vackgrounds as part{cipants,
and 1f 1t is further assumed that convergence among diffenent groups of
persons participating in a Delphi study is important, £hen the queetion of
whether or not convergence among different groups of persons does in fact
occur is a highly signifiEant one. In the preseni study, groups'were defined
in part'in terms of race and 5ex. As integration is achieved in school systems,
the question of the extent of agreementvamong groups from different racial
backgrounds as to what educational goals are important is of great concern in
setting policy. Further, with the changing conceptions of sex ro}es in our
society, differences between males and females in the perception 8{ the rela~
tive importance of goals are of con51derable 1mportance.

Even when there is relatively high agreement among %roups, examination
of .pecific areas where relative disagreement may exist can be very useful.
Where there is disagreement on a goal that is considered ﬁo be very important

\
by one or more groups, there is a need for further analysﬂe to determine the

\
i

causec of disagreement. This kind of investigation may develop information

that has considerable relevance to policy setting within a echool system.

<2




References

Brown, B., Cochran, 3., and Dalkey, N. The’Delphi Method, II: Structure
_ of Experiments. The Rand Corporation, RM-5957-PR, June, 1969.

Cyphert, F. R, and Gant, W. L. "The Delphi Technique: A Tool for
Collecting Opinions in Teacher Education." The Journal of Teacher
Education, 21(3), 1970, 417-425., ' '

Dalkey, N. "Use of the Delphi Technique in Educational Planning."
Herald, (Newsletter of the Educational Resources Agency, Sacramento,
California) , 4(2), 1970.

Dictionary of Occu atlonal'Titles. Vol, II, Occupational Cla551flcat10n,
(third edition). U. S. Department of Labor, 1985. . |

Festinger, L. A Theory of Cognitiveé Dissénance. Stanford: Stanford ‘
University Press, 1957. , . S

I
-

Georgia Advisory Commission on Educational Goals of the State Board of ~
' . Educatione. Goals for Education in Georgia. Final report to the
! State Board of Education. Atlanta: Georgia Department of Education,
1970. o2

b \ Heider, F. "Attitudes and Cognitive Organization." Journal of Péxchologx,
n 21, 1946, 107-112.

' Osgood C. E,, and Tannenbaum, P. ¥. "The Principle of Congruity‘in the
Prediction of Attitude Change." Psychological Review, 62, 1955,
h2-55- -

‘ . Osgoed/ C E., Su01, G, J., and Tannenbaum," P. He The Measurement of
! "~ Meaning. Urbanas Unlver51ty of I1linois Press, 1958.

Rosove, P, E. "A Provisional Survey and Evaluation of the Current Fore-
casting State of the Art .for Possible Contributions to Long-Range
Educationsl Policy Making." . Appendix A., A Pilot Center for Educa-
tional Policy Research. Final report to the U. S. Office of Education.
Santa Monica, Cal.: System Development Corp., 1968,

Schabacker, We He, et al. (Editors). Focus on the Future of Georgia,
1970~1985. Papers prepared for use by the Advisory Commission on .
Educational Goals of the State Board of Educatlon. Atlanta: Georgia
Department of Educatlon, 1970.

Siegel, S. Nonparametric Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences. New
York: McGraw—Hlll Book Co., Inc., 1956,




3

-\

\

v 1

References (coniinued)

|

' Sweigert, R. L., Jr.,‘and Schabacker, W. H. "The Delphi Technique: How
Well Does It Work in Setting Educational Goals?" Paper presented
at the Annual Meeting of AERA, Chicago, April, 1974.

. . {

Uhl, N. P. Encouraging Convergence of Opinion, Thro ‘h the Use of the
Delphi Technique, in the Process of Identifyvi an Institutionts
Goals. Durham, N, C.: Educational Testing Service, Southeastern
Office, 1971. ' :

Weaver, W. T. "The Delphi Forecasting Method." Phi Delta Ka en,352(5),
1971, 267-271. :

<4




 TABLE 1

RELIABILITY OF THE RANKINGS OF GOALS IN EACH ROUND
BY RACE AND SEX, SHOWN FOR EDUCATORS AND STUDENTS
Spearman Rank Correlatidn
Group . - :
Round 1 Round 2 Round 3
Fducators
White Males 091 .97 096
Black Males ‘ .93 ' . 492 ' W93
Black Remales 5 .96 .96 : «95
~ white Females : 9L <9l .97
Students
White Males S .91 _ 9L .96
“ Black Males .92 9L .96
Black Females «95 ' «97 9l

White Females : .8l L .91

.

NOTEE In determinang the reliability of the rankings, each group of participants
was randomly divided into halves, and a ranking of goals was developed for each half.
The correlation between the rankings for the halves was then computed for each group.
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TABLE 2

THE SIZE OF EACH GROUP IN EACH DELPHI PANEL

Group N

Community Leaders

Wwhite Males 153
Black Males . 83
White Females ' 22
Black Females 17
Total 275
Students |
White Males ‘ 57
Black Males _ 124
‘White Females 53
Black Females 135
 Total 369 ;
Educators
White Males 82
Black Males 98
White:Females : 111
Black Females ‘ 138
Total 429

26




TABLE 3

GORRELATIONS AMONG GROUPS DEFINED BY RACE AND SEX
WITHIN FACH DELPHI PANEL IN RANKING THE

GOALS FOR EDUCATION ON EACH ROUND
: Spearmar: Rank Correlation

Pairs of Groups : ,

' ' Round 1 ' Round 2 Round 3
C'ommunity Leaders . ’

White Males and Black Males .87 » 91 91 «

White Males and White Females .92 | .95 : 95,/

White Males and Black Females Y 89 .87

Black Males and Black Females .89 o .92 9l

Black Males and White Females =~ - .88 : .95 | 93 .

Black Females and White Females .80 290 .88
Educators \ _ “ _

- White Males and Black Males .87 .93 9k
White Males and White Females L W96 <95 .96
White Males and Black Females .87 A - 9L
Black Males and Black Females 495 - .98 96
Black Males and White Females .88 «95 «95
Black Females and White Females .90 ‘ 493 .96

~ Students . .
‘White Males and Black Males .85 .93 .91
White Males and White Females . 9L . .95 _ .96

, White Males and Black Females 483 T.60 \ .91
Black Males and Black Females 96 98 . ) .97
Black Males and White Females ) . ' 095 ) .91‘
Black Females and White Females .8 93 .93
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TABLE 4

CORRELATIONS AMONG THE THREE DELPHI PANELS IN RANKING
THE GOALS FOR EDUCATION ON EACH ROUND

Spearman Rank Correlation ' ,

Pairs of Groups '
' Round- 1 Round 2 Round 3 =
* Community Leaders and Educators <9l : » «90 _ .92
Community Leaders and Students .81 ST .80

.Educators and Students .83 - .79 S .82

<8
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